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for “extraordinary services reflect- 
ing the best in our American citizen- 
ship” by the President’s War Relief 
Control Board. 


To item 4, he answered that the 
camp in question was a cooperative 
camp originally formed by and still 
affiliated with consumer cooperative 
groups and he submitted a state- 
ment from former Congressman Jer- 
ry Voorhis bearing on the camp’s 
character. The latter, now executive 
secretary of the Cooperative League 
of the U.S.A., states that the camp 
“cannot be regarded by any fair- 
minded person as an institution hav- 
ing any relationship whatsoever to 
Communism”. He adds that the prin- 
ciples of cooperative groups are 
“about as far from Communism as 
any philosophy”, since they suggest 
that citizens may join to help them- 
selves economically in full compliance 
with existing law in contrast to one 
prescribing complete reliance upon a 
government formed if necessary by 
illegal violence. For item 2, the em- 
ployee introduced testimonials from 
several persons of recognized probity 
stating that the relatives in ques- 
tion were neither Communists nor 
disloyal but respected in their com- 
munity and “notably devoted to serv- 
ice to the community.” 


In answer to charge 1, (discarding 
a copy of the New Masses) the sub- 
ject replied in part: “This is the 
only item which concerns me directly. 
The statement made is quite prob- 
ably true. . . . However, it is very 
difficult for me to realize that even 
such a trivial evidence of interest 
in learning about the “other side” 
should be looked upon with suspicion. 
Have we, then, come to the point 
at which an inquiring mind must never 
expose itself, however slightly, to in- 
fection by ‘dangerous thoughts’? 
To my mind, the only answer that 
can be given to this question, con- 
sistent with our laws, our constitu- 
tion, and our traditions, is that the 
individual must be free to inquire 
into and to help shape the final de- 
cisions which, however fateful they 
may be, each citizen is bound to ac- 
cept when once made. ...I am not 
competent to testify to my own re- 
liability and hence have arranged 
for the opinions of others to be heard 
on this point. As to my presumptive 
attitudes towards the actual and po- 
tential enemies of our institutions, I 
have never been, nor do I expect to 
be a Communist, nor have I ever 
had any particular respect for the 
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writings and thinkings of the pro- 
ponents of this point of view.” 

The attempt here and in other 
cases has been for the most part to 
show that the “charges” are in error. 
We regard it as peculiar that evi- 
dence introduced under FBI aus- 
pices should appear so vulnerable. If 
the counterstatements given above 
and in the White dispatches are taken 
at face-value, then the AEC would 
seem the victim of investigative work 
of very mediocre quality and may 
be criticized either for failure to 
bring forward more substantial in- 
formation or for allowing such evi- 
dence to stand. At this juncture, 
however, we must note that presen- 
tation here of any additional mate- 
rial which may exist in support of 
the specific charges and their per- 
tinence has been prevented by the 
AEC’s decision to withhold its mate- 
rial and its arguments for the pro- 
tection of the suspects and its own 
sources. 

The AEC has erected perhaps the 
most elaborate and expensive struc- 
ture by which an employer ever 
sought to deal with an employee’s 
discharge. But discharge here can 
in reality mean loss of livelihood and 
reputation. It is a misfortune for 
all and an irony of the new era that 
so detailed a structure can be viewed 
as inadequate. 

Whatever the “reform” in proce- 
dure or the factual reliability of the 
accusations, the vexed question which 
the AEC and the colleagues of pres- 
ent and future suspects must re- 
solve is the relation of even substan- 
tiated accusations of this general na- 
ture to the expected reliability of the 
individual. By what standards of 
logic, and precepts of legal experi- 
ence can past conduct, associations, 
and attitudes be made to serve as 
grounds for prophecy? This is what 
the Atomic Energy Act directs shall 
be done without disclosing however 
by what theory the connection is 
made. Nothing which the protesting 
scientists have said illuminates this 
question nor has the AEC yet re 
vealed the basic principles by which 
it will construe unreliability from 
“charges” and in turn a threat to 
“the common defense and security” 
from unreliability. 

Even a hierarchy headed by a 
former Supreme Court justice may 
prove unequal to a task of definition 
demanding at once such generality 
and precision. In this event, adminis- 
trative law will grow experimentally 


from particular decisions of the re- 
view boards. Since a hallmark of 
good jurisprudence, administrative or 
otherwise, is that it shall be as 
completely known and understood in 
advance as is possible, we urge that 
the decisions of those boards and the 
arguments by which they were 
reached be publicized. In many in- 
stances with proper precautions this 
should be possible without further 
jeopardizing the status of the in- 
dividual or the Commission. 

The basis by which the AEC will 
act affects the sense of security of 
a large scientific community. It de- 
termines the light in which the every- 
day conduct of its members is official- 
ly regarded. It will be intolerable if 
this rationale remains obscure. 


REPORT ON 
OAK RIDGE HEARINGS 


Stephen White 


The following is a condensed version of 
the reports on the Oak Ridge suspensions 
and hearings which appeared May 18, 19, 
and 29 in the NEW YORK HERALD 
TRIBUNE. 


Two scientists at the atomic labor- 
atories here have been suspended 
pending determination of their loyal- 
ty, three others have been called up 
before a loyalty board and it is ex- 
pected that as many as thirty more 
cases may be heard in the immediate 
future. 

The charges upon which these men 
are being heard are not sworn, but 
consist of anonymous accusations of 
Communist leanings. In most cases 
the accusation is admitted to be thin 
even by the men who are hearing the 
cases. One charge, for example, reads: 
“A former landlord of yours has re- 
ported that in 1948, after you moved 
from the premises in which you had 
been residing, certain magazines and 
pamphlets which may have been left 
on the premises by you may have in- 
cluded a copy of the magazine ‘New 
Masses’.” Another charge reads: 
“A neighbor has stated that she be- 
lieves a close relative by marriage 
is a Communist.” The man against 
whom these charges were made is 
one of the two who has been sus- 
pended. 

It is the nature of the charges rath- 
er than the fact that hearings are 
being held that has created a state 
of acute apprehension here that is 
shared by the scientists, the Admin- 


istration and the examining board 
alike. There are many here, not nor- 
mally pessimistic, who fear that the 
outcome is likely to be the annihila- 
tion of Oak Ridge as a major con- 
tributor to atomic energy research. 

The disorganization of morale at 
the laboratory became acute in Jan- 
uary after the commission made 
sizable alterations in the research 
program that had been set up. Soon 
afterward, the suspension of two 
scientists, the announcement of hear- 
ings for three more and the threat 
that 30 others would be called hasten- 
ed the exodus from the Tennessee 
research center, one of the most im- 
portant under commission rule. 

Although the figures show that one- 
third of the 60 senior physicists and 
chemists have been lost by resigna- 
tion, the situation is actually worse 
than that. Many of those who have 
made no final decision to depart are 
seeking other work in industry or ed- 
ucation, and it is not unlikely that 
the numbers will grow in the next few 
weeks. 

Of 30 senior physicists, 10 have de- 
parted since the beginning of the year. 
Of 30 chemists, three have departed 
and eight others have committed 
themselves as going in the next few 
months, 

Hearings are held before a board 
which includes one member of the 
A.E.C. administration here, one mem- 
ber of the technical staff and one 
Knoxville lawyer. The accused are 
permitted to have counsel and to pre- 
sent witnesses; they are given tran- 
scripts of the record and are permitted 
all latitude in conducting their de- 
fense. They are not allowed to know 
the names of the people who have sub- 
mitted accusations against them, how- 
ever, and may not confront their ac- 
cusers. They are not given access to 
the Federal Bureau of Investigation 
dossiers upon which the charges are 
based, but in the letters calling them 
for hearing some of these charges are 
itemized. 

All those who have appeared agree 
that the hearings are eminently fair, 
and that there is no attempt being 
made to “get” anybody. The local 
board, however, does not have the 
final disposition of these cases. Both 
the A. E. C. in Washington and its 
own loyalty board, headed by former 
Associate Justice Owen Roberts, of 
the Supreme Court, supplement the 
local board, and perhaps the joint 
Congressional Committee as well. 

The men who have been examined 
are between the ages of twenty-two 


and thirty-eight, and the positions 
they hold vary in importance. In 
more than one case the person’s back- 
ground is associated so closely with 
work on atomic energy that discharge 
from Oak Ridge would be equivalent 
to loss of the ability to earn a liveli- 
hood. 

The hearings have been going on 
for more than a month, while the 
Association of Oak Ridge Scientists 
and Engineers debated the advisa- 
bility of making the situation public. 
Once the decision was made, the as- 
sociation went all out. This reporter 
has spoken to the men who have 
undergone hearings, and has read 
transcripts. At the request of the 
men involved, names are omitted from 
this account. 

At best, it is freely granted by 
John C. Franklin, area director for 
the A. E. C., that the charges brought 
do not appear to carry much convic- 
tion. To this reporter the persons 
against whom the charges were 
brought point out that they also 
abound in errors of fact or acute mis- 
conceptions, all of which are subject 
to simple check. 

Thus, the camp referred to in case 
1 is run by a co-operative organiza- 
tion headed by Jerry Voorhis, former 
Democratic Congressman from Cali- 
fornia, and bars Communists as 
officers. The “member of several sub- 
versive organizations” in case 5 was 
editor, until he died, of two technical 
journals, and almost every research 
scientist in that field corresponded 
with him of necessity. The newspaper 
referred to in case 5 is violently anti- 
Communist. Similar errors occur in 
almost all cases. 

The young scientist represented 
here as case 2, whose transcript was 
turned over to this reporter, figura- 
tively threw up his hands at the 
hearings. The charge, he told the 
board, could only stem from pure 
malice. “I have to admit,” said S. 
Frank Fowler, Knoxville attorney 
who was one member of the board, 
“that I squirmed a little listening to 
him try to defend himself against a 
charge of that sort. He said, ‘Who 
is this man that says I am a Commu- 
nist? Who am I defending myself 
against? He has no name, no face, 
no social security number.’ I must 
say,” Mr. Fowler remarked ruefully, 


“that I sympathize with him.” 

The most immediate impression of 
the loyalty investigations is that no 
one finds them anything but distaste- 
ful. 

Not unnaturally, the scientists who 
have been called up, and those who 
fear they may be next to undergo 
the procedure, find it entirely hateful. 
John C. Franklin, director of Oak 
Ridge for the Atomic Energy Com- 
mission, winces visibly when the sub- 
ject is broached, for he knows that 
it may mean the end of his great 
research institute. The board that 
hears the cases is composed of men 
who are sunk in gloom at the task 
they must perform; the best they 
can say is that the law directs that 
the job must be done, and therefore 
they must go ahead and do it. 

The worst of it seems to be that no 
person at Oak Ridge came to this 
reporter’s attention who thought that 
any of the men are “loyalty risks” 
under any reasonable test that could 
be devised. The men who actually 
hear the cases, of course, could not 
with any propriety make such state- 
ments, but even their remarks indi- 
cated that they have not been im- 
pressed by the dossiers upon which 
they must base their search. 

It is clear that in an organization as 
tightly integrated as Oak Ridge, 
where almost all the technical people 
live and work in close association, a 
man whose loyalty was suspected 
would soon be known to his fellows. 
The men and women here insist that 
no such person exists in Oak Ridge, 
or, if one should have stolen in, his 
mask is so supremely excellent that 
he will escape the coarse-grained net 
that the A. EB. C. is casting. 

The scientists already called—two 
physicists, two chemists and a math- 
ematician who asked that their names 
be withheld—do not complain about 
the manner in which the hearings 
are carried out. Without exception, 
they expressed confidence in the three 
men who have heard their cases: 
Charles Vanden Bulck, administrative 
assistant to the director; John Swart- 
out, a member of the technical staff, 
and S. Frank Fowler, Knoxville attor- 
ney. 

At the hearings the suspected work- 
er is furnished a list of charges 
against him, he may present witnesses 
and retain counsel, at his own expense, 
and he is given a transcript of the 
hearing. In the transcripts furnished 
this reporter it was clear that the 
person heard had an entirely reason- 
able and sympathetic audience, which 
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tried at least as hard to bring out 
favorable evidence as unfavorable. 

The atmosphere was best expressed 
by Mr. Fowler himself. ‘“‘We do not 
consider ourselves prosecutors,” he 
said, “We are not trying to convict 
anybody. We are trying to judge 
these men by their words and their 
bearing. It’s really a job for a psycho- 
analyst, not a lawyer.” 

But the men who have been heard 
are incensed, not at the hearing pro- 
cedures but at the fact that what 
they consider the flimsy and trifling 
evidence that has been brought 
against them should be given any 
attention at all. Basically, they feel 
that the A. E. C. is letting them down. 
The dossiers, they say, should have 
been read and discarded if the worst 
that they provided were the charges 
that have been brought. “Any self- 
respecting radical,” one of them said, 
“would be ashamed of charges like 
those.” 

They believe that most of the 
charges could have been checked with- 
out any trouble before the hearing 
procedure was invoked. One of the 
two who have been suspended was 
able to controvert with unmistakable 
evidence the charges brought against 
him. It is expected he will soon be 
reinstated. “Why didn’t the Federal 
Bureau of Investigation do that be- 
fore they submitted them,” he said. 
“Just one phone call would have as- 
sured them that my sister was not a 
member of the Joint Anti-Fascist 
Refugees Committee, or that the 
camp my wife belongs to has no con- 
nection with Communism or leftism.” 

“Sure, they’ll clear us all,” another 
said. “What does that prove? They'll 
probably fire the hearing board and 
appoint a new one. If they are will- 
ing to try us at all, under these 
charges, it can only mean that they 
will keep trying us until a certain 
number of us have been fired.” 

It is this type of fear that is lead- 
ing to a full-scale exodus from Oak 
Ridge, since there are a limited num- 
ber of scientists today, most of whom 
are entirely employable in private 
industry, and the competition for 
their services is high. 

B. W. Menke, director of the area’s 
security division, explained that up 
to now the dossiers have been read 
and charges prepared in Washington, 
and instructions sent to Oak Ridge 
that certain men be heard. A new 
procedure, only now coming into ef- 
fect, will supplant this with a system 
where his office checks the dossiers 
and brings charges. In any case, after 
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recommendations by the board and 
the director, cases go back to Wash- 
ington for final disposition. 

“The law says we have to do this,” 
he said. “We are responsible for see- 
ing that no potentially disloyal people 
work on restricted data. How would 
you have us go about it?” 

But one of the men took a slightly 
different view. “They are throwing 
the baby out with the bath,” he said. 


The Charges Presented 
in Oak Ridge Cases 


Security Bulletin, Vol. 2, No. 2 from the 
Association of Oak Ridge Engineers and 
Scientists lists the charges in five of the 
Oak Ridge cases: 


CASE I. 

1. A former landlord of yours has 
reported that in 19438, after you moved 
from the premises in which you had 
had been residing certain magazines 
and pamphlets which may have been 
left on the premises by you may have 
included a copy of the magazine New 
Masses. 

2. A neighbor has stated that she 
believes (a close relative of yours by 
marriage) is a Communist. 

3. (Another close relative by mar- 
riage) was reported in 1944 to have 
been active on the 
Committee of the Joint Anti-Fascist 
Refugee Committee. The Joint Anti- 
Fascist Refugee Committee is on the 
list of organizations designated by the 
Attorney-General as subversive. 

4. (Still another close relative by 
marriage) is reported to admit mem- 
bership in the - Camp, 
which organization has been reported 
to have Communistic connections. 

CASE Il. 

ft. A person with whom you asso- 
ciated closely in the years 1943-47 said 
you were very enthusiastic about Rus- 
sia and seemed to be pro-Russian in 
your point of view. 

CASE Ill. 

|. While at the university, just 
prior to your employment: at Oak 
Ridge in 1946, you and your wife were 
in close and sympathetic association 
with persons reported to have been 
members of the Communist Political 
Association during 1943-44-45, Among 
these persons were—————, 


LS Soe PT Me” «(Clo eee? 

2. During the same period you 
were in close association with 
. who is reported to have been 
a member of the Tom Payne Chapter, 
American Youth for Democracy. The 
American Youth for Democracy has 


been declared to be a subversive or- 
ganization by the Attorney-General. 

3. It is reported that you have 
indicated your approval of some of 
the principals of the Communist Party, 
that you are well-informed on the 
writings of Lenin and Marx, and that 
you regard their philosophy as being 
sound. 

CASE IV. 

1. You are reported to have been 
a member of the Book Shop Associa- 
tion of , Inc, in 1948 and 
1944, This association is reliably re- 
ported to be Communist dominated 
and infiltrated. The officers of this as- 
sociation are reliably reported to be 
Communist party members. 

2. You are reported to have been 
a member of the Abraham Lincoln 
Brigade, alleged Communist-front or- 
ganization, while attending 
University. 

3. Over a period of several years 
you have been in frequent association 
with two alleged Communists. 

4. (A close relative) is reported 
to have been a member of the Book 
Shop Association of , Ine. 
This association is reliably reported 
to be Communist dominated and in- 
filtrated. The officers of this associa- 
tion are reliably reported to be Com- 
munist party members. 

5. Information available indicates 
that the same relative may also have 
been a member of the 
Democratic Club and the Russian War 
Relief. These organizations are reli- 
ably reported to have been Commu- 
nist-infiltrated. 


CASE V. 

!. During 1944 you corresponded 
with (someone) who in that year was 
discharged from an atomic Energy 
Project because of improper conver- 
sations with representatives of a for- 
eign government. 

2. You have received correspond- 
ence from who was listed 
as a member of several subversive or- 
ganizations. 

3. In 1947 you caused to have 
posted on a bulletin board at one of 
the Laboratories an appeal for funds 
from a local chapter of the Joint Anti- 
Fascist Refugee Committee. 

4. (A close relative by marriage) 
was the editor of a newspaper which 
has been reported to have had a pro- 
Communist policy, and the relative 
himself was said to have appeared as 
speaker at occasions at which repre- 
sentatives of Communist-front orga- 
nizations were also speakers. 

5. You are reported to be intoler- 
ant of security regulations. 


